This study discusses the accountability of local government performance. The purpose of this study is to obtain empirical evidence on the effects of internal control on the accountability of local government performance in Indonesia. The sample used in this study is 910 local governments in Indonesia in 2013 and 2014. The variables used include the dependent variable-the accountability of local government performance; the independent variables-the capability level of APIP, the number of auditor, the education level of auditor and the educational background of the auditor; and the control variables-geographic location, amount of assets and the amount of PAD.
Introduction
Indonesian Law No. 28 of 1999 regarding the Implementation of Corruption-, Collusionand Nepotism-free State mentions that one of the state management general principles is the Accountability Principle; all activities and final result of state management should be accountable in front of the community or people as the holder of highest ICIFEB state sovereignty according to the prevailing regulation. The local autonomy era in Indonesia has started from 1999; thus, the local government's authority to manage and strive for people's welfare is increasing. This process needs continuous evaluation, especially on the result achieved by the local government as the implementation of accountability toward their people.
Currently, we heard of the state agency performance as a result of the evaluation from the Ministry of Administrative and Bureaucratic Reform, which states that there are several ministries with low performance and several other with high performance (www.detik.com). Several parties argue that this assessment has no fundament; the assessors have no authority to perform the assessment, and that the assessment is tendentious, because it is related with cabinet reshuffle (www.tempo. com). Another party argues that the indicators and method used in the assessment need further examination. However, there are some other parties who support it, because it becomes a mean for transparency and accountability of state agencies (www.kompas.com).
Despite of the pro and contra around the assessment, the problem around public sector performance measurement has become a hot issue from 1970s with the widespread of New Public Management (NPM) concept in the Western world. Jones and Pendlebury (2010; 27) explain that there are six main obstacles in the measurement of government performance: cost assessment, reliability of output assessment, causal relationship between input and output, the scope of output measurement, comprehension of assessment reporting and performance control. This means that, unlike private/business sector in which the performance assessment is more certain and definite (mostly profit), in public sector it is more complex.
According to the Presidential Regulation No. 29 of 2014, the substitute for Inpres No.
7 of 1999 that regulates the government agency accountability, performance is the output or result of activities/programs that have been or will be achieved related to the use of budget with measured quantity and quality. The Accountability of Government Agency Performance System (Sistem Akuntabilitas Kinerja Instansi Pemerintah-SAKIP) is a systematic sequence of various activities, tools and procedures designed to determine and assess, collect data, classify, resume and report government agency performance, as an effort of accountability and government agency performance improvement. Performance accountability is the manifestation of government agency responsibility for the success or failure in performing the programs and activities to achieve measureable organizational mission, with the predetermined target stated in periodical performance report. Government Agency Performance Accountability From the graphic given in Figure 1 , we can see that even though there is an increase in the average performance; 0. System, the definition of internal control is all process of audit, review, evaluation, supervision and other supervision on the implementation of organizational duties and function in order to assure that the government activities have been performed effectively and efficiently according to the predetermined standard, with the final aims to achieve good governance. Thus, the review and evaluation of performance report in a form of internal control.
Internal control on the implementation of duties and government agency functions is conducted by APIP (PP No. 60 of 2008, article 48, clause 1). Internal control is conducted by professionals who own auditor certificate with deep understanding on organizational business culture, system and process. In implementing the supervisory duties, internal auditor is expected to follow the auditing standard, both the international standard and the audit standard for APIP; they are also required to fulfill the profession code of ethics. Thus, the quality and capability of APIP is needed in the process of achieving organizational objectives and target, which in turn will achieve maximum performance.
The study on internal control and public-sector performance has been widely per- Kusumaningrum and Sutaryo (2015) and Harumiaty (2015) study government's performance using EKPPD as a performance indicator. While Anjarwati (2012) and Nurdin (2013) study the relationship between the area characteristics with performance using the result of AKIP evaluation as the indicator. Jensen and Meckling (1976) define agency relationship as a contract in which one or more principals pay agent to perform several services for their interest by delegating several authorities to take decision to the agent. A conflict of interest will arise and the delegation of duty will be given to the agent in which the agent does not pursue the attempt to maximize principal welfare.
According to Halim and Abdullah (2010) , in the agency relationship, there are two parties who make agreement or contract, the one who provides authority or power 
The accountability of local government
According to the Presidential Regulation No. 29 of 2014 regarding Government Agency
Performance Accountability System, performance is the output or result of activities/programs that have been or will be achieved related to the use of budget with measurable quantity and quality. Performance accountability is the manifestation of government agency responsibility for the success or failure in performing the programs and activities to achieve measureable organizational mission, with the predetermined target stated in periodical performance report.
Governance improvement and management system is an important agenda in the governmental reform that is currently performed by the government. Government management system that focused on the improvement of accountability and outcome- evaluation result in the form of score in 1-100 scale is classified into several categories with the following criteria. 
The level of APIP capability
The 
Hypothesis development
In all governmental level, internal audit is an important part in achieving a good, economical, efficient and effective governance. IACM classifies the level of APIP capability into five levels, each level describes the characteristic and capability of APIP in the level which is known as Key Process Area (KPA). APIP capability level shows that the higher the level achieved by local inspectorate, the better is the capability and quality that they have. According to Kusumaningrum and Sutaryo (2015) , APIP capability does not affect the implementation of local government activities that might be caused by the less varies achievement of APIP level until 2012.
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The higher the level of APIP capability, it will be more capable to oversee and help local government in achieving better performance.
H 1 = The level of APIP capability has a positive effect on the accountability of local government performance
In the local government, internal auditor is a position that has an important contribution such as their duties, authorities and responsibilities to perform supervisory role on the local government internal affairs. The effectiveness of internal auditor increases when the ratio of internal auditor increases [3] . According to Kusumaningrum and Sutaryo (2015) , the number of internal auditor has a positive effect on the local government performance.
The larger the number of internal auditor, the more effective the implementation of their duties because they will have a good member rotation, which in turn will make the control of local government performance better. 
Research Method
This study is a quantitative study performed using scientific method to build hypothesis and proved it. The data analyzed in this study is secondary data. In this study, we want to explore the relationship between internal control represented by the level of APIP capability, the number of APIP auditor, the education level of APIP auditor and the APIP auditor's education background on the accountability of local government performance measured using the score of AKIP evaluation result in two years, 2013 and 2014, in all local governments (province, district, municipality) in Indonesia.
The data is collected in panel data form; a combination of cross section and time series data, in which similar cross section unit is measured in the different period.
Thus, in other words, panel data is data from similar individual observed in certain time period. The excellence of panel data is, it will enrich the empirical analysis with the method that cannot be implemented on time series data or cross section data.
Population and Sample
In this study we determine the research object on all local government including province, district, and municipality in 2013 (529 local governments) and in 2014 (542 local governments), thus resulting in the total of 1.071 local governments. The sampling is performed using purposive sampling technique by taking sample based on certain criteria determined by researcher [22] . 
Data and Source of Data
The data of AKIP evaluation score is gathered from The Ministry of Administrative and Bureaucratic Reform. The internal control data in the form of APIP capability level, the number of internal auditor, education level of auditor, and education background of auditor aregathered from BPKP, while the data on total assets and local income (Pendapatan Asli Daerah-PAD) is gathered from the Audit Board of the Republic of Indonesia (Badan Pemeriksa Keuangan-BPK RI).
Operational Definition and Variable Measurement
Variable is anything that may cause variation in value [22] . This study employs these following variables: 
Control variables
Geographical location GEO Dummy Variable, Java = 2, outside java = 1 
Descriptive statistics
The description value of each variable in this study is presented in the following table:
Based on table 5 above, we can see that the accountability of local government performance (LAKIP) of 910 local governments in Indonesia has the average value of 46.01 or in C group (deficient), thus we can say that it needs large correction, including fundamental correction. Based on the data gathered during this study, local ICIFEB 
Hypothesis testing
The data testing for hypothesis is performed using panel data regression. The testing is performed with Fixed Effect Model and Random Effect Model, and then tested using
Hausman Test to find the exact assumption. The result of Random Effect Model (REM) testing is presented at table below:
After we get the result of fixed effect model and random effect model assumption, we determine the most precise estimation method with Hausman Test. Hausman Test shows the result Prob>chi2 = 0.3459. Thus, because the value is greater than 0.05 or 5%, then the most precise estimation model is Random Effect Model.
Based on the result of regression testing using Random Effect Model assumption presented in Table 7 , the wald chi value is 90.80 with significance of 0.00, lower than 1%. This result indicates that the regression model proposed in this study is fit to be used in hypothesis testing. The result in Table 7 also shows adjusted R 2 of 0.1728. GEO: Java/Outside Java; ASET: Total Assets; PAD: Total PAD, significance level: = 1%; = 5%; = 10%
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This result shows that independent variables in this study only explain 17.28% of the variation in dependent variable, while the 82.72% is explained by other variables outside this study. 
Conclusion
This study aims to test the effect of internal control on the accountability of local 
